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imeti statements would be Istproper prior to our tehing; tide matter up 
with, the 0©n®p®s$, and T m did not wish any statement ©f ours to provoke 
real estate speculation . She stories which have appeared ia th® press 
Save emanated tax m sources other than CIA. 


Sfe© Central Intelligence Agency naturally uEderstaisds the feelings 
©£ ssb® of the residents of the Langley area who. rightly or wrongly, feel 
that the comparative seclusion of their eooaunity nay bo somewhat impaired 
by the Agency’s location at the X&ngley site. mere &«©»© to be no question 
but that, with the exception ©f this very snail Minority, Fe.ix*f!ax County 
'fjtolehssirfesdly welcomes the CIA. Furthermore, bee®, use of the accessibility 
of the Langley sit® to the hoses of such a large percentage of CIA person- 
mA it «tees not seem probable that the location of the CIA building at 
fengley in and ©f itself Mould have a very great impact or cause & great 
influx ©f pesmasn t residents. 

Sb® Agency feels that it is its primary 'duty, «hile taking into 
account the feelings of the residents, to attempt to select that site 
-i/hish will best facilitate 'the carrying out of its work in the public 
interest,. Among the factors we have considered are: accessibility to 
the tasss ©f its employees and to the <Iov«raKssafc agencies with which it 
dee© business aad provision for Btutimss security protect ien. 

Xsi ?&;rah the McLean Citirans Association by a vote of 105 to Qo 
voted s^lnst CIA occupying the I*agley site, Approximately 50 persons 
«fc© »» present nt that meeting did no t vote. Since that tine one of 
the most prcmLneat of the citizens present at that seating, the Editor 
«*4 Publisher of the MsLean weekly newspaper, who voted in opposition t© 

CM at Z«agley, has cbwpd his opinion on this natter and testified 
before pir Coasaltte© in ifevor of th® Ion«cl«y site. In hie testimony 
h® stated that the information given to the Association by those in 
opposition at the tine the vote was takan was., in his opinion, "greenly 
exaggerated and presented a picture fter from the truth." 

2b order for CIA to occupy the Lstasley site, it is necessary to 
topw# the site*© accessibility by the extension of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway fraaa its present terminus at Spout Run appamsiimtely 
3*1/2 ail®s below Chain Bridge to the Langley sit®, a distance of approxi- 
mately 7 silos, me suthorlxatlcss tor this Parkway has been on the statute 
book® for 85 years, me C^pp®r-(hrwE®taa Act of May £% 1930 (46 Stat. 488), 
as amended, state©: 

"Such farads shell be appropriate 1 as required for the 
expeditious, economical, and efficient development <ma 
ccmpMti® of the following projects: 


v ' (&) For the George ttMhlngtan Memorial Parkvey, 
to Include the shores of ths Potomac, and 
adjacent lands, from Mount Parana to a point 
above the Great Falls on tho Virginia side, 
«"M®t within the City ©f A'iemndria, ..." 
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In -fete face of this clear statutory pronouncement, opponents to tee CIA 
as© of tee Langley site have testified that there was no specific authori- 
sation for a highway on the Virginia side until the airtearizatioa to CIA 
contained in tee MXitary Construction Act of 1955. In view of this test!- 
i sony w© have requested an opinion free the General Counsel of the national 
Capital Planning CoEssIssien regarding the Parkway, and a copy of his 
opinion is attached herewith. In the opinion of the General Counsel 
there 1b no doubt that the C^ppcr-Crampten Act, as ascended, is & clear 
expression of Ctagresslcaml intent to provide for the construction of 
the highway on the upstream portion of the Virginia side of the George 
U&sfaiagteei Memorial Parkway. It was contended before your Coessrittee 
that as an alternative to CIA occupation of the Langley site the Mo- 
tional Capital Planning CosBission take over this property for park 
purposes. However, the Gapper-Crsa^ptoa Act does sot authorise such 
action. A© the General Counsel of the SSstloml Capital Planning Com- 
©isaioa has pointed out in Ms opinion, the Capper-Cmagtton Act pro- 
vides that: 

s, She National Capital Park and Planning Commission is 
authorized to occupy such lands belonging to the United 
States aa may be necessary for the development and pro- 
tection @f such parkway . . .” 

tesaguage in the ©pinion of counsel does not permit tbs Gosaaisoion 
to take over land along the Potomac entitled in the United States merely 
for park purposes. It can be ©copied by the Commission only when s uch 
land is "’necessary for the develt^assnt and protection of said parkway.” 

In acquiring the land along the Petossae River for the Parkway extension, 
th® €5oH®t30i©n has determined the amount of land necessary for this 
purpose and the reminder of it has long since been allocated for the 
Bureau of Public Hoads installation. It should also be noted tha t the 
.$kti©nal Capital Planning Cossisoion started acquiring rights of way for 
the Bsrksray extension from Spout run to © point slightly above nun 
&*idg® without say consideration to the possibility that CIA night at 
*38* tisse occupy the Langley site. Funds have been included in the 
JCPC budget for this purpose. Hess funds may not, however, b® suf- 
ficient t® acquire all of the rights of way t© the Langle y site, « r*d 
far this reason the Congress in the Military Construction Act of 1955 
authorized CIA t® transfer certain funds to tbs CcasBissim for this 
purpose. 

Testimony before your Oeasnittee that the Memorial Mrkmy will 
aot go beyond Langley is true only as it applies to the present fiscal 
year. As stated above, the law authorizes the construction of the 
Parkway to the Great Fall® and tee published plans of the Xatimial 
Capital Planning Onesoiaoion for the area development ©f the national 
Capital call for the ultimate completion of tee Parkway, includi ng 
;it© ©©enaction with the proposed Cabin John Bridge and the Outer Belt 
highway* 

la response to questions raised by members of year Cozsiittee, it 
should be noted that the Memorial Parkway at tee Langley site will be 
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located <® land presently controlled by the national Park Service, which 
Land tooaa tbs northern boundary of the Public Bead installation to 

tee P&tms&s Biver. Thus, tbs torkeay will lie between the site mm i the 

Mver. 


She CXA sits will, bs reached ©a the north by a ohert connecting 
link from the Per tea:/ to the cite, and can be controlled so as to permit 
t«sesB mly to those who have official badness with the CIA. However, 
in ftettear reply to certain questions asked during the hearing of 
15 July, since neither the Parknay nor Route 123 would pass through the 
■3XA area itself and the building would b® reasonably well screened frras 
'sites® road®, it la believed that in and of itself the location of CIA 
at this site would mt necessitate closing either of these roads to the 
sjeaeml public in t-iase of national ©aergancy. 

She Office of the Coralssioner of Highway® (Virginia), in a letter 
dinted 23 May 1955 to the County Executive of Fairfax County, stated that 
Aa view of the probability of a CIA installation near Langley they had 
allocated $100,000 for the present fiscal year for the widening of 
Rout* 223 tern ©min Bridge west, with a reascnatole expectation for 
•additional funds la the next fiscal year. The Highway CeaHJissioaer 
i $f Vir^lHia wrote to th® Fteirfax County Executive on 9 June that the 
•sost of widening Route 123 t© a 4 -tone highway free its intersection 
with the Ceorge Washington Msscerial Parkway below the "Langl ey site t© 

It© intersection with Route 193 above th© site would be provided at 
their expense, sad that this would be done concurrently with the develop- 
mat of th© Parktmy extension. On 9 June this natter was discussed with 
0©vern©r Stanley of Virginia, and the raS'Cting resulted in complete as* 
furnaces of this ccsnsurrent iffinrovesaeufc . While this asay be an accelera- 
tlcsx in th® plans of the State of Virginia for the development ©f High- 
123, such pirns have been in existence for future ii^lesasatetio® and 
extend beyond the present eafsaitnent® . 

©3® testimony of Mt. Boothe, Deleft© from Alern-^ria t© th® 
Virginia House ©f Delegates and attorney for Mr. Winkler, indicates 
official action by the City Council ©f Alexandria guaKuateeing the 
building ©ff access road® if the Winkler* tract should b» selected, to 
addition, the present traffic load on th® Shirley Higk<»y is such that 
it s widening to handle th® present traffic load frees the Pentagon to 
th© Soutt, is definitely under consideration. Thus, it would appear 
that th® e@ste for read expansion at Alexwadrla and Langley are cc®- 
par&ble, and sueJs of such expaasi^. is in contemplation Aether or net 
CIA selects cither ©f these locations. 

It should be noted, in connection with an Alexandria site, that 
«’!» the basis ®f the present residences of CIA employees almost two-thirds 
at their msssbar would have to travel through tba District of C&Lunbia at 
th® height of th© morning and evening rush hour, with a large concentration 
®*t th© ifeaertal Bridge end tee proposed new Constitution Avenue bridge, 
&®&wm lag in the case direction as the bulk of traffla me tor m tee 
Swfeagpa. On th® other Med., if Langley is selected, '.his situation 
■®»wM fee m&®& somewhat ia vi®/ of the toot that 48$ ©f CIA personnel 
2,5. v© in the Ssrtteestt area of Washington and Montgosisr.y County. They 
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MUGHAL CAPITAL PARK AMD PLAHBI59G -.^MISSTOF 

mmsxmm t ) as 

mummL capital plamd m ccmussiow 

.ftltX 19 . 1052 

Colmel L. K. White 
fJentral Intelligence Agency 
2430 E Street, H.W. 

’ tesMngton 25, Do C. 

’tear Colonel White: 


. JTOBRIOR BU1LDIE0, 
WASHIIKTCH, D, C . 
July 15, 1955 


Itm have asked me, as General Counsel of the Hational Capital 
Flaming Gss®mis8i4?B, for my opinion as to this Ccssaissicn ' i statutory 
authority pertaining t© certain phases of the George Whshirgtan Manorial 
tekway cm the Virginia side of the FatOHac and, particularly, as to 
contentions made t© the Senate Appropriations Committee today by Mr. 
iioger B. Fisher about the Cma&aaion's authority. 

ft?® Act of May 29, 1930, 46 Stat. 432, as encoded, authorized the 
acquisition of land for the George Washington Manorial Parkway and author* 
i**d appropriations for the land and for the development of the Parkway 
uith a highway as a part thereof on the Virginia side of the .Potomac from 
Hi,. Vezatm. to Great. Fall®, exclusive of Alexandria, aai cm the Maryland 
jiide from Fort Washington to Great Falls, exclusive of the District, 
hat Act vested in the Planning Commission certain authority and duties 
pertaining to the Parkway. 


Section 1(a) of the Act incorporated the Me. Veroem Memorial High* 
way, authorized by the Act of May 23, 1928, as a part of the George Wash- 
ington Meg»rlal Parkway. That Highway, constructed with Federal funds, 
wwneetad Mfe. Varum with the Arlington Manorial Bridge. Section l(a) 
authorized the construction with federal funds of a hLafemv on the Virginia 
wide to complete the Parkway to Great Fails, but prohibited the use of 
Federal funds, except a® a part of the Federal-aid highway program, for 
ishe highway from Fort Washington t© the Great Falls on the Maryland side. 

H connecting free bridge was authorized across the fete man at or near 
Great Fail®. 

.freM the meaning of the word "parkway," with which Section i(a) 

'Steals alnont exclusively, it i# clear- tfcwt intended to authorize 

the eonatnastlon of a scenic highway. Bia 1914 edition of Webster* s 
International Dictionary was the first edition of that dictionary which 
ssOTtained the word "parkway." The 1914 definition was only "A broad 
thormjghfare beautified with trees and turf.," Each new edition of 
Webster's International published since 1914 contained the same definition 
%d.thout ttrere. The Act of 1930 was enacted fifteen years after the word 
appeared for the first time in Webster's. It is a cardinal- rule of law 
':'hat when Congress uses m, word without defining it, the word is intended 
l*> hm ® ©binary or- usual, dictionary meaning. In view of the fact 
that it has casiy one such meaning;, I cannot see hew any contention can 
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successfully be that the George Washington Manorial Parkway or 

oay port of It mist be merely a large park. 

Further, the legislative history of the Act of August 8 , 1946, 

60 Stat.. 960, attending the original Act, clearly proves that Congress, 
in passing the original Act, intended to authorise a highway upstreav 
on the Virginia side. 

Speaking of the highway provided between Fort W a s hi n gton and 
Great Falls on the Maryland side, the third proviso of Section l(a) of 
the original Act reads as follows: 

"Provided further. That no noney shall be expended by the 
Halted States for the construction of said highway on the 
Maryland side of the Potonec, except as part of the Federal - 
aid highway progres: ..." 

The foregoing quoted language prohibited the expenditure of 
Federal funds for a highway on the Maryland side, except as a part of 
the Federal -aid highway progress, but did not prohibit the expenditure 
of Federal funds for such a purpose on the Virginia aids. 

She fourth proviso of Section l(a) of the original Act permitted 
the Federal Government to advance, on a reimbursable basis, funds for 
the Maryland or Virginia shares of the acquisition costs of the lands 
"and the construction of said roads in any such unit referred to in this" 
section. * (Underscoring supplied! ) As this lan g u age included the Virginia 
side, and the Mt. Vernon Memorial Highway already extended downstream 
frsjtt the Memorial Bridge to Mt. Vernon, it could only refer to the 
Virginia side of the Parkway from the Memorial Bridge upstream to Great 
Falls. 


The 1946 amending Act struck out all of the third proviso of 
Section 1(a) of the original Act and struck out the words "sad the 
construction of said roads" in the fourth proviso of that section. 
Language appearing in the Senate Committee report (S. Bept. lo. 1766 , 

79th Cong., accompanying S. 82156) explains the third reason for striking 
out the third proviso and the six words from the fourth proviso of the 
original Act. The explanation reads as follows: 

"Sections 1 and 2 of the bill, as reported by the committee, 
■ 5 K>uld amend sections 1(a) and 1 (b) of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway Act of May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482) to eliminate 
from those sections so much of the language thereof as prohibits 
expenditure by the United States of any money for the construction 
the George Washington Memorial Barkway on the Maryland side of 
the Potomac, except as part of the Federal -aid highway program. 

prohibitions contained in existing lav are applicable only 
to the construction of that part of the parkway on the Maryland 
side of the Potomac River and do not apply to that portion of the 
parkway on the Virginia side of the Potomac River. There appears 
to be no good reason for the discrimination. 15am committee is, 
therefore, of the opinion that it should be eliminated." 
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from the language of the report quoted above. It ia obvious that 
(Congress Intended that the upper Virginia portion of the Parkway should 
have a road or highway because Congress had given pexvlssive authority 
to spend Federal funds specifically for such a highway. Attached hereto 
and s»de a part hereof are photostatic copies of excerpts of the Con- 
gressional Record of July 29, 1946 and August 1, 1946, setting forth, 
respectively, the entire debate in the Senate and Bouse which occurred 
on the bill. These sake it doubly clear that Congress originally intended 
(and reaffirmed that intention in 1946) to provide for the construction 
of highways on the upstrean portion of the Virginia side of the George 
’Washington Memorial Parkway. 

Mr. Fisher is nlataken ia saying that the Act of 1930 ''authorized 
■ he Rational Capital Planning Coenlssion to take over all or Boat of the 
proposed site at Langley for park purposes." The only provision of that 
let to which he could have referred reads as follows: 

"The Rational Capital Park and Planning Ccoalsaian is 
authorised to occupy such lands belonging to the United 
States as nay be necessary for the development and 
protection of said parkway ..." (ifileracorlng supplied.) 

above quoted language does not refer in any way to the "site 
ct Langley” nor does it pernlt the Cowadssloc "to take over" land along 
the Potomac entitled in the United States merely for park purposes. Qa 
the contrary, land so located and belonging to the United States, but 
voider the control and Jurisdiction of other Federal agencies, nay be 
cccupled by the Ccwmission only when such land is "necessary for the 
development and protection of said parkway." The Conmission has de- 
termined that a portion of the land involved is necessary for the 
t uthorized purpose. Of course, had the Canmiselon determined that all 
t f &he land was necessary, the Ccunlssion would have acted properly and 
within its statutory authority in making such a determination , But the 
Commission's determination was not so inclusive and the statutory 
language certainly does not make it mandatory for the Comlasion to 
t soupy all of any such tract of land. 

If 1 may be of further service to you or your Agency, please call 

so sw. 

Sincerely yours, 


/>/ William Sc Cheatham 

William S. Cheatham 
General Counsel 

Afetc 
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